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WHY CAPITALISM?

RIVET THREE

Well, it was only a matter of time before it happened, and here it is — a ‘starter kit’ to that ‘crazy’ idea
known as Anarchism. I’ve been diving head first into zines, books and sites dedicated to it, so I thought
I’d share the journey with y’all. So behold — The Rivet Guide to Anarchism — the extended version.

The following pages are filled with stuff I’ve come across lately. It’s by no means comprehensive, nor
is it the’gospel’ on the subject. Naturally, the content is focused on Anarchism — or the certain forms
of Anarchism I’ve tended to sway towards. However, all forms of Anarchism have the common thread
of the desire to see us living, interacting, and relating in a way that is the most fair, equal, involved,
and ultimately free of any kind of exploitation — whether it be economic or political, capitalistic or
communistic, patriarchal or hierarchal. It’s the crazy idea that no one is more qualified than you are
to decide what’s best for you. It’s self-management and direct control of all aspects of one’s life, in
true DIY fashion. Its exploring possible economic and political alternatives for ourselves at home, at
work, and in our communities — directly and communally — by one and all. Please give it a thought!

There’s quotes a plenty throughout this issue, but here’s a quote from ‘The Rights of Man’ by Thomas
Paine to start on — “that which may be thought right and found convenient in one age, may be thought
wrong and found inconvenient in another”. Don’t look back, the old world is behind you...





The fact that most of us have to work for someone else everyday just to earn a living is
pretty weird. We are born, schooled (if we’re lucky), and then we get to work all our lives,
slaving for a wage and for a decent existence. Then, the little ‘lesuire time’ we get costs us
too, both in monetary terms, and mentally — we are either escaping work, delaying work,
or killing time until we have to go back to work. Work is never far from ones mind.

Other larger problems exist as well, and just as pressing. Think about things here in NZ —
the latest string of factories closing with massive job losses, firms like ANZ shipping
work off overseas, petrol and food prices rising all the time, more crime, housing problems,
and poverty. Likewise, around the world there are millions in massive poverty, yet there’s
enough food to feed us all 3 TIMES OVER. Workers in sweatshops earning $2 a day while
others don’t even need to work at all. Not to mention war, sexism, racism, genocide, torture,
violence, and the ever growing environmental and economic crisis.

This life we live is a natural product of a system known as CAPITALISM, a system that exploites,
pillages and destroys — and is based on principles of greed, profit, expansion and competition.
It’s the cause of our current ills in society, yet most continue to accept it as normal.

If by working you mean slaving for a wage all your life, then yes, it’s working. Because while
you and I work for a wage, as does the majority of the world, a tiny few really get to enjoy and
control life. 40% of the world’s population has access to 3% of the worlds revenue. This means
that while most of us work in factories, malls, shops — any workplace where there’s a boss
— someone else, not us, is benefiting from our labour, while we have no real say on where
and how the money from the stuff we make gets used.

So what happens with that money? As workers we get a little back in wages (not much),
and some of it covers materials and costs, but the rest, as profit, goes into the pockets of
the company owner and its shareholders, who didn’t do any work but get the bigger share.

This is the nature of the Capitalist system all over the world, and it is made to seem normal
to us. This is because if we don’t think its messed up, that small elite of people get to keep
benefiting, in both PROFIT and DECISION MAKING, and not us.

Capitalism is enforced physically by the government — the laws they make, and the police
who enforce those laws — while the media, news, advertising and the education system make
us think its ok. These institutions are known as THE STATE. So really there are two problems
with this system, CAPITALISM and THE STATE, which are interconnected and working together
to make sure we don’t kick up a stink about it all. However, there are alternatives to this
system, which require (now more than ever) our collective attention.

So? I’m happy. It works for me...





Anarchists believe that most problems in life exist because a minority get to tell others what to do,
that ANY POWER EXPLOITS, as does any kind of HIERARCHY. It would be better if you and I made the
decisions that directly effected us, and not someone else. That way we wouldn’t need a state or
government telling us what to do, and we could get rid of Capitalism and share out goods and profits
for the benefit of us all. This is often countered by some as advocating ‘chaos’. In fact, Anarchism is
not about disorder at all, but order. Its all about organising differently to what we do now. It’s against
rulers, not rules. The reason it is made out to be ‘extremist’ or ‘chaotic’ is because those in power
want to stay that way (politicians, bosses, corporations). They realise that the practical, logical ideas
of Anarchism threaten their positions of power, because Anarchism means we wouldn’t need them
at all. Put simply, it’s about deciding for ourselves how best to run our community and our workplace
— without any kind of boss telling us how — and that the PERSONAL is POLITICAL. It means working
together to figure out stuff that directly effects us, because we should all get a say in how we work
and how we live. It means SELF-MANAGEMENT — we do it in most aspects of our own lives already.
This could be expanded to all aspects of life, on a personal as well as a broader level.

No one has the right to manage or control another. “But we need leaders!” Do we? Put a group of
people in a room with a task to do. Logically they would go about it together, all sharing the problem,

SO....ANYONE FOR ANARCHISM?
A BASIC INTRODUCTION TO ANARCHIST IDEAS

“Anarchism is a theory for social change based on the essential belief that no person has the right to
have power over another person. When you accept the notion that every person has their own personal
sovereignty, it becomes apparent that our present social structure does not allow people equal footing.
It does not allow us control over our own lives.”



figuring out who is good at what, who can’t do something, and get it done. Vary rarely would they
choose one person to make all the decisions, and then let that person tell everyone else what to do,
with a limited window of opportunity every four years to object. No one has the right to dominion over
another, yet isn’t this how society currently works?

“Without Police and the Government there would be crime!” Think about what the police actually
do. They hardly ever prevent crime, but respond after it’s happened. Most crime is based on greed —
 wanting something we don’t have, or because some are poor and desperate. If we had everything
we needed it would be logical that most crime would dissapear. Therefore crime is actually a
PRODUCT of capitalism. In fact, the worst kind of crime — war, torture, genocide — are committed
by GOVERNMENTS, not us. All police really do as an institution is protect the state and their interests.
And sadly, all of this takes place under the political system we call ‘Democracy’. Yet when we vote,
all we get to do is choose between options given to us, whether it’s the prime minister, a political
party, or their policy. But they always make the options we have to choose between, not us. Its like
saying you can choose, but only between Pepsi or Cola. Real democracy is DIRECT, by you and me.
That’s when we decide what the choices are, and what should be done — at home and at work.
Real change (not reform) has happened because people themselves took action, acting together as
a strong, united group. Workers rights, ending Segregation, Land rights, Womens rights — all achieved
by people like you through DIRECT ACTION, not political parties. Voting changes absolutely nothing.
Until the system itself changes, nothing will truly change.

Anarchism is based on the idea of the Federation of free individuals. This means when we need to
decide on things which are bigger than just our immediate areas, we would involve other groups who
are effected also. Obviously we can’t all go, so we could send a couple of us to represent us. These
people want the best for us, because they are us, they are from our groups themselves and want the
same things. They are not permanent or seperate, but rotating members of the group. If they didn’t
do a good job, or mis-represented us, we could recall and replace them at any time. Our delagates
have NO power to decree at all, meaning all decisions are made democratically by all, with equal input
for all, for the benefit of all, based on MUTUAL AID. This same idea works in greater society from the
bottom-up, so communities, workplaces, industries — any group — all FREELY ASSOCIATE together
to help each other out. Think of society as many circles overlapping, and decision making from the
periphial to the centre — rather than the traditional ‘pyramid’ image we’ve been constructed to adhere
to. It can be done locally, regionally, nationally, and internationally, between all aspects of life.







The other night my mother called me in a state of shock. People had kept telling her about the anti-
nuclear rant I wrote on News24 and my blog, but although she was somewhat concerned about my
taking the apparently unpopular anti-atomic stance, that was not what had gotten her into a frenzy.

Mom: “It says at the bottom of your article that you’re an “anarchist”! You don’t believe in lawlessness,
wanton mayhem and destruction, do you. You couldn’t hurt a fly. You’re not an anarchist. Who wrote
that there?”
Me: “Well, actually, I guess one of the editors did, but it’s true, mom, I am an anarchist.”
 — Long moment of silence in which an almost 40-year old anarchist, feeling like a teenager,
admonishes himself for not having formally come-out to his parents, believing that their
internet-free lifestyle would save them the associated worries and him long arguments and explanations.
Mom: “What on earth do you mean? Your dad is worried we are going to be arrested!”

So for the benefit of my mother and everyone else who’s concerned about my moral well-being and
mental sanity, I’m writing this (rather lengthy) explanation of what I mean by anarchism. I know it’s
quite wordy and pompous, but at least it’s not flippant like this introduction, right mom!?

ANDREAS SPATH

YES MOM, I ’M AN ANARCHIST!



My mother’s panic is a perfect example of the fact that anarchism has got to be one of the most
misunderstood and misrepresented ideas around. Maligned as violent and chaotic by the right and as
ultra-left, utopian and counter-revolutionary by the left, most people have been conditioned to associate
anarchism with wanton destruction and mayhem.

One of the main reasons for this very negative conception of anarchism in many people’s minds is that
anarchists have consistently been outspoken enemies of those institutions and individuals that most
powerfully shape public opinion and the way history is written (e.g. governments, politicians, capitalists,
religious hierarchies, and the corporate media they own and control). The anarchist vision of a new
society based on freedom, equality and solidarity is diametrically opposed to the way the world is run
currently — no wonder that those who are in power will do everything to maintain the status quo, and
have always vilified anarchists and their ideas.

In reality, the vast majority of anarchists are reasonable, peace-loving and independent-minded people
who pride themselves in the fact that their ideas are grounded in rational thought and logic. Anarchism
is a pragmatic, practical and ever-evolving body of ideas: a socio-economic and political theory that
reflects the experiences and struggles of ordinary people. It is not an ideology… it bows to “no gods,
no masters”.

At its heart, anarchism has a sophisticated critique of human power relations that identifies hierarchical
authority and domination of human by human as the source of most problems in our society. With
exceedingly few exceptions, human relationships are controlled by institutions with pyramidal power
structures in which power is centralized and concentrated in a minority of individuals at the top.
Capitalism, patriarchy, corporations, governments, armies, political parties, nuclear families, religious
organizations, schools, factories and universities are all based, in a fundamental way, on a few people
bossing it over the many. Anarchists argue for the destruction of all these authoritarian, hierarchical,
repressive and coercive institutions. Noam Chomsky suggests that

“it only makes sense to seek out and identify structures of authority, hierarchy and domination
in every aspect of life, and to challenge them; unless a justification for them can be given, they
are illegitimate, and should be dismantled to increase the scope of human freedom. That includes
political power, ownership and management, relationships among men and women, parents and
children, our control over the fate of future generations…, and much else.”



An anarchist society would be organized “from the bottom up”, managed by free individuals and
voluntary associations, in which the potential of each human being is realized without limiting that
of others. In the words of L. Susan Brown “anarchists oppose the idea that power and domination
are necessary for society, and instead advocate more co-operative, anti-hierarchical forms of social,
political and economic organization.”

Anarchists oppose capitalism, the state and all forms of religious authority, and work towards a society
of self-managed confederations, of decentralized workplaces, and community organizations based on
direct, participatory democracy, rather than the delegation of power to government. In this new world,
a high priority would be placed on individual liberty and sovereignty, but within a society of equals. In
the absence of hierarchical power relationships, economic, sexual, racial or social oppression and
exploitation would not be tolerated in any form.

Far from being the chaotic and destructive ideology of bomb-throwing hooligans it is often portrait as,
anarchism thus combines a radical critique of our current society with a revolutionary vision of what
it could be like. Although anarchists have a very good idea of what they want this future to be like, they
have no intention of ever providing the “vanguard” to lead people to this promised land.

As Michael Bakunin realized, “no theory, no ready-made system, no book that has ever been written
will save the world”. Change will have to come from individuals and communities themselves.

Errico Malatesta insisted that “anarchists do not want to emancipate the people; we want people to
emancipate themselves… we want the new way of life to emerge from the body of the people and
correspond to the state of their development and advance as they advance”.

All anarchists can do is to try to convince people of the rationality of their arguments.

It would be ironic if anarchists were to produce detailed blueprints for a supposedly perfect society,
to be handed down from those who know best to the clueless masses. Instead, anarchists debate broad
frameworks of ideas for a better world. A fundamental requirement of these frameworks is that they
must provide individuals and society as a whole the freedom to experiment and the ability to constantly
evolve towards improvement.



Some basic ideas of anarchism can be identified though. These include:

— direct participatory democracy, with non-hierarchical organizations in which each participant has
the ability to affect all decisions in proportion to the degree to which they affect her/his life.

— self-management and self-government (i.e. workers’ control of their workplaces and citizens’
control of their communities).

— society-wide ownership (not state-ownership!) of the means of production and distribution.
— an economy that is accountable to society and our environment as a whole, not the other way around.
— equity, mutual aid and solidarity.
— voluntary association, decentralization and federation.
— independence and direct action.
— means that are compatible with desired ends.

In the words of Kropotkin,

“a society of equals, who will not be compelled to sell their hands and their brains to those who
choose to employ them … but who will be able to apply their knowledge and capacities to production,
in an organism so constructed as to combine all the efforts for procuring the greatest possible well-
being for all, while full, free scope will be left for every individual initiative”.

— article taken from www.theantidote.wordpress.com







Anarchism is different to most political ideology, in the fact that it has no exlusive or limiting ideology. Anarchism
takes on a sort of family resemblance of ideas, making it an organic and inclusive concept, rather than a rigid, black
and white dogmatic set of rules. The common thread is the rejection of authority and heirarchal systems of power,
both economic and political. Here are some basic tenets of Anarchist thought (it is by no means comprehensive).

Individualism — while all Anarchists believe in the absolute freedom of the individual as the currency for social
harmony, Individualists tend to reject socialist/collectivist/communal ideas of all things like goods, services, and
private property, being held in common. Some hold the view there still may be a place for markets in society.

Anarchist Communist — Arguably the end goal of many Anarchists, it advocates a community based emphasis on
the distribution of goods, services, and property (property in the sense of industry and the tools of production, not
personal possesions). Wages and money would be abolished, and distribution would be based on needs and social
wealth, ending class division. It is similar to libertarian Marxism in having a strong class analysis, but rejetcs the
idea of a workers state, or the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’. Instead, society would be based on federations of
all sorts of community and workplace groups or councils — horizontally and without hierarchy.

Anarcho-Syndicalism — In the early twentieth century it arose as a distinct school of thought, with greater focus
on the labour movement.  It posits radical trade unions as a potential force for revolutionary social change, replacing
capitalism and the state with a new society, democratically self-managed by the workers. Important principles of
syndicalism include workers' solidarity, direct action (such as general strikes and workplace recuperations), and
workers' self-management. Anarcho-syndicalists often subscribe to communist or collectivist anarchist systems.
Its advocates propose labour organization as a means to create the foundations of a non-hierarchical anarchist
society within the current system and to bring about social revolution.

Anarcha-Feminism — A synthesis of radical feminism and anarchism that views patriarchy (male domination over
women) as a fundamental manifestation of involuntary hierarchy.  Traditional conceptions of family, education and
gender roles are essential critiques, and not just side issues, to anarchist thought. Anarcha-feminists view patriarchy
as a fundamental problem in society and believe that the feminist struggle against sexism and patriarchy is an
essential component of the anarchist struggle against the state and capitalism. It rejects liberal or socialist feminism
that does not consider important ideas of class and state domination of women in their movements.

Green Anarchism — An anarchist school of thought which puts an emphasis on the environment. There is a strong
critique of technology and industry in its current form, and again, must be seen as an essential part of the greater
anarchist liberation, and not seperate. Also known as social ecology.

Post Left Anarchism — a recent current in anarchist thought that promotes a critique of anarchism's relationship to
traditional leftism. Some post-leftists seek to escape the confines of politics on the left in general (Socialism, Marxism etc).

Anarchism Without Adjectives — simply understood as a strong attitude on the toleration and coexistence of different
anarchist schools of thought. Anarchism without adjectives emphasizes harmony among various anarchist factions and
attempts to unite them around their shared anti-authoritarian beliefs.

Also in the family is Christian Anarchism, Anarcho-Primitivism, and Anarcho-Capitalism.





“Anarchism is not a fixed, self-enclosed social system but rather a definite trend in the historic
development of mankind, which, in contrast with the intellectual guardianship of all clerical and
governmental institutions, strives for the free unhindered unfolding of all the individual and social
forces in life. Even if freedom is only a relative, not an absolute concept, since it tends constantly to
become broader and to affect wider circles in more manifold ways. For the anarchist, freedom is not
an abstract philosophical concept, but the vital concrete possibility for every human being to bring
to full development all the powers, capacities, and talents with which nature has endowed him, and
turn them to social account. The less this natural development of man is influenced by ecclesiastical
or political guardianship, the more efficient and harmonious will human personality become, the
more will it become the measure of the intellectual culture of the society in which it has grown”.
— Rudolf Rocker

“It is true that classical libertarian thought is opposed to state intervention in social life, as a
consequence of deeper assumptions about human nature and the need for liberty, diversity, and free
association. On the same assumptions, capitalist relations of production, wage-slavery, alienated
labour, competitiveness, the ideology of ‘possesive individualism’ — all must be regarded as anti-
human. Libertarian socialism is properly to be regarded as the inheritor of the liberal ideas of the
Enlightenment”.
— Noam Chomsky

OSCAR WILDE AND FRIENDS...

‘A FUTURE WITHOUT UTOPIA
IS A DREAM NOT WORTH HAVING’



“The state is an abstraction devouring the life of the people...an immense cemetery where all the real
aspirations and living forces of a country generously and blissfully allow themselves to be buried in
the name of that abstraction.”
— Michael Bakunin

“Society is produced by our wants, and government by our wickedness; the former promotes our
happiness positively by uniting our affections, the latter negatively by restraining our vices. Society
is in every state a blessing, but government, even in its best state, is but a necessary evil; in its worst
an intolerable one....Government, like dress, is the bagde of lost innocence; the palaces of kings are
built on the ruins of the bowers of paradise.”
— Thomas Paine

“The representitive system, far from being a guarantee for the people, on the contrary, creates and
safeguards the continued exixtence of a governmental aristocracy against the people.”
— Michael Bakunin

“The government of man by man is servitude. To be governed is to be watched over, inspected, spied
on, directed, legislated, regimented, closed in, indoctrinated, preached at, controlled, assessed,
evaluated, censored, commanded; all by creatures that have neither the right, nor wisdom, nor virtue...
to be governed means that every move, operation, or transaction one is noted, registered, entered in
a census, taxed, stamped, priced, assessed, patented, licensed, authorised, recommended, admonished,
prevented, reformed, set right, corrected. Government means to be sublected to tribute, trained,
ransomed, exploited, monopolised, extorted, pressured, mystified, robbed; all in the name of public
utility and the general good. Then, at the first sign of resistanceor word of complaint, one is repressed,
fined, despised, vexed, pursued, hustled, beaten up, garroted, imprisoned, shot, machine gunned,
judged, sentenced, deported, sacrificed, sold, betrayed, and to cap it all, ridiculed, mocked, outraged,
and dishonoured. That is government, that is its justice and morality!
— Pierre-Joseph Proudhon

“Far from creating energy, government by its methods wastes, paralyzes, destroys enormous potential.”
— Errico Malatesta

“The anarchist regards the State as the most deadly of the preconceptions which have blinded men
through the ages. Proudhon was especially fierce against ‘this fantasy of our minds that the first duty



of a free and rational being is to refer to museums and libraries’, and he laid bare the mechanism
wherby ‘this mental predisposition has been maintained and its fascination made to seem invincible:
government has always presented itself to mens minds as the natural organ of justice and the protector
of the weak’”.
— Daniel Guerin

"We do not believe in the infallibility, nor even in the general goodness of the masses; on the contrary.
But we believe even less in the infallibility and goodness of those who seize power and legislate, who
consolidate and perpetuate the ideas and interests which prevail at any given moment. In every respect,
the injustice, and transitory violence of the people is preferable to the leaden-rule, the legalized State
violence of the judiciary and police."
— Errico Malatesta

“A mistaken — or, more often, deliberately inaccurate — interpretation alleges that the libertarian
concept means the absence of all organisation. This is entirely false: it is not a matter of ‘organisation’
or ‘nonorganisation’, but of two different principles of organisation...Of course, say the anarchists,
society must be organised. However, it must be established freely, socially, and, above all, from below.”
— Voline

“One cannot in the nature of things, expect a little tree that has been turned into a club to put forth
leaves.”
— Martin Buber

“The key idea of anarchism is simple: no party, or political or ideological group, even if it sincerely
desires to do so, will ever succeed in emancipating the masses by placing itself above or outside them
in order to ‘govern’ or ‘guide’ them. True emancipation can only be brought about by direct action of
those concerned”.
— Voline

“Let us not make ourselves the leaders of a new intolerance. Let us not pose as the apostles of a new
religion, even if it be the religion of logic, of reason”.
— Pierre-Joseph Proudhon to Karl Marx

— quotes from various books on my shelf. See the bibliography near the back of this issue.





SAM DOLGOFF

MISCONCEPTIONS OF ANARCHISM

Anarchism Is Not Absolute Anti-social Individualism
Anarchism does not connote absolute, irresponsible, anti-social individual freedom which violates the
rights of others and rejects every form of organization and self-discipline. Absolute individual freedom
cannot be attained only in isolation — if at all: "What really takes away liberty and makes initiative
impossible is the isolation which renders one powerless." (Errico Malatesta, Life and Ideas, Freedom
Press, p. 87)

Anarchism is synonymous with the term "free socialism" or "social anarchism." As the term "social"
itself implies, anarchism is the free association of people living together and cooperating in free
communities. The abolition of capitalism and the state; workers' self-management of industry;
distribution according to needs; free association; are principles which, for all socialist tendencies,
constitute the essence of socialism. To distinguish themselves from fundamental differences about
how and when these aims will be realized, as well as from the anti-social individualists, Peter Kropotkin
and the other early anarchist thinkers defined anarchism as the "left wing of the socialist movement."
The Russian anarchist Alexei Borovoi declared that the proper basis for anarchism in a free society
is the equality of all members in a free organization. Social anarchism could be defined as the equal
right to be different.



Anarchism Is Not Unlimited Liberty Nor the Negation of Responsibility
In social relations between people certain voluntary social norms will have to be accepted, namely,
the obligation to fulfil a freely accepted agreement. Anarchism is not no government. Anarchism is
self-government (or its equivalent, self-administration). Self-government means self-discipline.
The alternative to self-discipline is enforced obedience imposed by rulers over their subjects. To avoid
this, the members of every association freely make the rules of their association and agree to abide
by the rules they themselves make. Those who refuse to live up to their responsibility to honour a
voluntary agreement shall be deprived of its benefits.

The Right to Secede
Punishment for violation of agreements is balanced by the inalienable right to secede. The right of
groups and individuals to choose their own forms of association is, according to Bakunin, the most
important of all political rights. The abrogation of this right leads to the reintroduction of tyranny. You
cannot secede from a jail. Secession will not paralyse the association. People with strong, overriding
common interests will cooperate. Those who stand more to lose by seceding will compromise their
differences. Those who have little or nothing in common with the collectivity will not hurt the association
by seceding, but will, on the contrary, eliminate a source of friction, thereby promoting general
harmony.

Essential Difference Between Anarchism and the State
The vast difference between the anarchist concept of freely accepted authority in the exchange of
services which is the administration of things, differs fundamentally from the authority of the state,
which is the rule over its subjects, the people. For example, repairing my television: the authority of
the expert mechanic ends when the repairs are made. The same applies when I agree to paint the
mechanic's room. The reciprocal exchange of goods and services is a limited, not a personal, cooperative
relationship which automatically excludes dictatorship. But the state, on the contrary, is an all-
pervading apparatus governing every aspect of my life from conception to death, whose every decree
I am compelled to obey or suffer harassment, abrogation of rights, imprisonment and even death.

People can freely secede from a group or association, even organize one of their own. But they cannot
escape the jurisdiction of the state. If they finally do succeed in escaping from one state to another
they are immediately subjected to the jurisdiction of the new state.



Replacing the State
Anarchist concepts are not artificially concocted by anarchists. They are derived from examples already
at work. Kropotkin, who formulated the sociology of anarchism, insisted that the anarchist conception
of the free society is based on "those data which are already supplied by the observation of life at the
present time." The anarchist theoreticians limited themselves to suggest the utilization of all the
useful organisms in the old society in order to construct a new one. That the "elements of the new
society are already developing in the collapsing bourgeois society" (Marx) is a fundamental principle
shared by all tendencies in the socialist movement. The anarchist writer, Colin Ward, sums up this
point admirably: "If you want to build the new society, all the materials are already at hand."

Anarchists seek to replace the state, not with chaos, but with natural, spontaneous forms of organization
that emerged wherever mutual aid and common interests through coordination and self-government
became necessary. It springs from the ineluctable interdependence of mankind and the will to harmony.
This form of organization is federalism. Society without order (as the term "society" implies) is
inconceivable. But the organization of order is not the exclusive monopoly of the state. Federalism is
a form of order which preceded the usurpation of society by the state and will survive it.

There is barely a single form of organization which, before it was usurped by the state, was not originally
federalist in character. To this day only the listing of the vast network of local, provincial, national and
international federations and confederations embracing the totality of social life would easily fill
volumes. The federated form of organization makes it practical for all groups and federations to reap
the benefits of unity and coordination while exercising autonomy within their own spheres, thus
expanding the range of their own freedom. Federalism - synonym for free agreement - is the organization
of freedom. As Proudhon put it, "He who says freedom without saying federalism, says nothing."

After the Revolution
Society is a vast interlocking network of cooperative labour, and all the deeply rooted institutions now
usefully functioning will in some form continue to function for the simple reason that the very existence
of mankind depends upon this inner cohesion. This has never been questioned by anyone. What Is
needed is emancipation from authoritarian institutions over society and authoritarianism within the
organizations themselves. Above all, they must be infused with revolutionary spirit and confidence in
the creative capacity of the people. Kropotkin, in working out the sociology of anarchism, has opened
an area of fruitful research which had been largely neglected by social scientists busily mapping out



new areas for state control.

The early anarchists were primarily concerned with the immediate problems of social transformation
that will have to be faced in any country after a revolution. It was for this reason that the anarchists
tried to work out measures to meet the pressing problems most likely to emerge during what the
anarchist writer-revolutionary Errico Malatesta called "the period of reorganization and transition."
A summary of Malatesta's discussion of some of the more important questions follows.

Crucial problems cannot be avoided by postponing them to the distant future — perhaps a century or
more — when anarchism will have been fully realized and the masses will have finally become
convinced and dedicated anarcho-communists. We anarchists must have our own solution if we are
not to play the role of "useless and impotent grumblers," while the more realistic and unscrupulous
authoritarians seize power. Anarchy or no anarchy, the people must eat and be provided with the
necessities of life. The cities must be provisioned and vital services cannot be disrupted. Even if poorly
served the people in their own interests would not allow anyone to disrupt these services unless and
until they are reorganized in a better way, and this cannot be achieved in a day.

The organization of the anarchist-communist society on a wide scale can only be achieved gradually
as material conditions permit, and the masses convince themselves of the benefits to be gained and
as they gradually become psychologically accustomed to radical alterations in their way of life. Since
free and voluntary communism (Malatesta's synonym for anarchism) cannot be imposed, Malatesta
stressed the necessity for the coexistence of various economic forms — collectivist, mutualist,
individualist — on condition that there will be no exploitation of others. Malatesta was confident that
the convincing example of successful libertarian collectives will attract others into the orbit of the
collectivity . . . for my part, I do not believe that there is "one" solution to the social problem, but a
thousand different and changing solutions, in the same way as social existence is different in time
and space. [Errico Malatesta, Life and Ideas, edited by Vernon Richards, Freedom Press, London).

"Pure" Anarchism Is a Utopia
"Pure" anarchism is defined by the anarchist writer George Woodcock as "the loose and flexible affinity
group which needs no formal organization and carries on anarchist propaganda through an invisible
network of personal contacts and intellectual influences." Woodcock argues that "pure" anarchism
is incompatible with mass movements like anarcho-syndicalism because they need stable organizations



precisely because it moves in a world that is only partially governed by anarchist ideals . . . and make
compromises with day-to-day situations . . . [anarcho-syndicalism] has to maintain the allegiance of
masses of [workers] who are only remotely conscious of the final aim of anarchism.

If these statements are true, anarchism is a Utopia, because there will never be a time when everybody
will be a "pure" anarchist and because humanity will forever have to make "compromises with the
day-to-day situation." This is not to say that anarchism excludes "affinity groups." Indeed, it is precisely
because the infinite variety of voluntary organizations which are formed, dissolved and reconstructed
according to the fluctuating whims and fancies of individual adherents reflect individual preferences
that they constitute the indispensable condition for the free society.

But the anarchists insist that production, distribution, communication exchange and the other
indispensables which are coordinated on a world-wide scale in our modern interdependent world
must be supplied without fail by "stable" organizations and cannot be left to the fluctuating whims
of individuals. They are social obligations which every able-bodied individual must fulfil if he or she
expects to enjoy the benefits of collective labour. It should be axiomatic that such indispensable
"stable" associations, anarchistically organized, are not a deviation. They constitute the essence of
anarchism as a viable social order.

Charting the Road to Freedom
Anarchists are not so naive as to expect the installation of the perfect society composed of perfect
individuals who would miraculously shed their ingrown prejudices and outworn habits on the "day
after the revolution." We are not concerned with guessing how society will look in the remote future
when heaven on earth will at last be attained. But we are above everything else, concerned with the
direction of human development. There is no "pure" anarchism. There is only the application of
anarchist principles to the realities of social living. The one and only aim of anarchism is to propel
society in an anarchist direction. Thus viewed, anarchism is a logical, practical guide to social
organization. It is otherwise doomed to Utopian dreams, nor a living force.

— From "Fragments: A Memoir", by Sam Dolgoff (Refract Publications, 1986). See www.anarchosyndicalism.net





“In describing this ‘utopia’ as anarchism, I might have also used the term ‘anarcho-communism’. Both
terms denote a stateless, classless, decentralized society in which the splits created by propertied society
are transcended in new, unalienated human relationships. An anarchist or anarcho-communist society
presupposes the abolition of private property (not to be misunderstood as personal possessions — Ed),
the distribution of goods according to needs, the complete dissolution of commodity relationships,
the rotation of work and a decisive reduction in the time devoted to labour. As this description stands
however....the description lacks an account of the physiology of freedom — of freedom as the process
of communising. The description, in effect, lacks those subjective dimensions that link the remaking of
society to the remaking of the psyche (ie the idea that the ‘personal is political’).

Anarchists have probably given more attention to the subjective problems of revolution than any other
revolutionary movement. In its active concern with the issues of everyday life, anarchism has always
been preoccupied with lifestyle, sexuality, community, women’s liberation and human relationships.
Its central focus has always been the only meaningful goal social revolution can have — the remaking
of the world so that human beings will be ends in themselves and human life a revered, indeed a
marvelous experience. For most radical ideologies (Marxism, Leninism, Trotskyism, Maoism etc) this
goal has been peripheral. More often than not, these ideologies, by emphasising abstractions over people,
have reduced human beings to a means — ironically in the name of ‘the people’ and ‘freedom’.

The difference between socialists and anarchists reveals itself not only in conflicting theories but also
in conflicting types of organisation and praxis....socialists organise into hierarchical bodies. By contrast,
anarchists base their organisational structures on the ‘affinity group’— a collective who are no less
concerned with their human relationships than with their social goals....transcending the traditional
split between the psyche and the social world. If the need arises, there is nothing to prevent the affinity
groups from coordinating into fairly large movements (the Spanish anarchists, for example, built a
nationwide federation of thousands out of this nuclear form). The movements have the advantage that
control over the larger organisation lies always with the affinity groups rather than the coordinating
bodies. All action, in turn, is based on voluntarism and self-discipline, not coercion or command. Praxis,
in such an organisation, is liberatory in the personal as well as in the social arena. The very nature
of the group encourages the people to revolutionise themselves.

This approach is carried on further with the concept of ‘direct action’. Direct action is a basic revolutionary
strategy intended to promote the individualisation of ‘the masses’. More important than its political
implications are its psychological effects, for direct action makes people aware of themselves as individuals
who can affect their own destiny.

— Murray Bookchin, in ‘Post Scarcity Anarchism’.





Ziga Vodovnik:From the 1980s onwards we are witnessing the process of economic globalization
getting stronger day after day. Many on the Left are now caught between a "dilemma" — either to
work to reinforce the sovereignty of nation-states as a defensive barrier against the control of
foreign and global capital; or to strive towards a non-national alternative to the present form of
globalization and that is equally global. What's your opinion about this?

Howard Zinn: I am an anarchist, and according to anarchist principles nation states become obstacles
to a true humanistic globalization. In a certain sense the movement towards globalization where
capitalists are trying to leap over nation state barriers, creates a kind of opportunity for movement
to ignore national barriers, and to bring people together globally, across national lines in opposition
to globalization of capital, to create globalization of people, opposed to traditional notion of globalization.
In other words to use globalization - it is nothing wrong with idea of globalization - in a way that
bypasses national boundaries and of course that there is not involved corporate control of the economic
decisions that are made about people all over the world.

Pierre-Joseph Proudhon once wrote that: "Freedom is the mother, not the daughter of order."
Where do you see life after or beyond (nation) states?

AN INTERVIEW WITH HOWARD ZINN — ZIGA VODOVNIK

ZINN ON ANARCHISM



Beyond the nation states? (laughter) I think what lies beyond the nation states is a world without
national boundaries, but also with people organized. But not organized as nations, but people organized
as groups, as collectives, without national and any kind of boundaries. Without any kind of borders,
passports, visas. None of that! Of collectives of different sizes, depending on the function of the
collective, having contacts with one another. You cannot have self-sufficient little collectives, because
these collectives have different resources available to them. This is something anarchist theory has
not worked out and maybe cannot possibly work out in advance, because it would have to work itself
out in practice.

Do you think that a change can be achieved through institutionalized party politics, or only through
alternative means — with disobedience, building parallel frameworks, establishing alternative
media, etc.

If you work through the existing structures you are going to be corrupted. By working through political
systems that poisons the atmosphere, even the progressive organizations, you can see it even now
in the US, where people on the "Left" are all caught in the electoral campaign and get into fierce
arguments about should we support this third party candidate or that third party candidate. This is a
little piece of evidence that suggests that when you get into working through electoral politics you
begin to corrupt your ideals. So I think a way to behave is to think not in terms of representative
government, not in terms of voting, not in terms of electoral politics, but thinking in terms of organizing
social movements, organizing in the work place, organizing in the neighborhood, organizing collectives
that can become strong enough to eventually take over — first to become strong enough to resist
what has been done to them by authority, and second, later, to become strong enough to actually take
over the institutions.

One personal question. Do you go to the polls? Do you vote?

I do. Sometimes, not always. It depends. But I believe that it is preferable sometimes to have one
candidate rather another candidate, while you understand that that is not the solution. Sometimes
the lesser evil is not so lesser, so you want to ignore that, and you either do not vote or vote for third
party as a protest against the party system. Sometimes the difference between two candidates is an
important one in the immediate sense, and then I believe trying to get somebody into office, who is a
little better, who is less dangerous, is understandable. But never forgetting that no matter who gets



into office, the crucial question is not who is in office, but what kind of social movement do you have.
Because we have seen historically that if you have a powerful social movement, it doesn't matter who
is in office. Whoever is in office, they could be Republican or Democrat, if you have a powerful social
movement, the person in office will have to yield, will have to in some ways respect the power of social
movements.

We saw this in the 1960s. Richard Nixon was not the lesser evil, he was the greater evil, but in
his administration the war was finally brought to an end, because he had to deal with the power of the
anti-war movement as well as the power of the Vietnamese movement. I will vote, but always with a
caution that voting is not crucial, and organizing is the important thing.

When some people ask me about voting, they would say will you support this candidate or that
candidate? I say: ‘I will support this candidate for one minute that I am in the voting booth. At that
moment I will support A versus B, but before I am going to the voting booth, and after I leave the voting
booth, I am going to concentrate on organizing people and not organizing electoral campaign.'

Anarchism is in this respect rightly opposing representative democracy since it is still form of
tyranny — tyranny of majority. They object to the notion of majority vote, noting that the views of
the majority do not always coincide with the morally right one. Thoreau once wrote that we have an
obligation to act according to the dictates of our conscience, even if the latter goes against the
majority opinion or the laws of the society. Do you agree with this?

Absolutely. Rousseau once said, if I am part of a group of 100 people, do 99 people have the right to
sentence me to death, just because they are majority? No, majorities can be wrong, majorities can
overrule rights of minorities. If majorities ruled, we could still have slavery. 80% of the population
once enslaved 20% of the population. While run by majority rule that is ok. That is very flawed notion
of what democracy is. Democracy has to take into account several things - proportionate requirements
of people, not just needs of the majority, but also needs of the minority. And also has to take into
account that majority, especially in societies where the media manipulates public opinion, can be
totally wrong and evil. So yes, people have to act according to consensus and not by majority vote.

Most of the creative energy for radical politics is nowadays coming from anarchism, but only few
of the people involved actually call themselves "anarchists". Where do you see the main reason for
this? Are activists ashamed to identify themselves with this intellectual tradition, or rather they
are true to the commitment that real emancipation needs emancipation from any label?



The term anarchism has become associated with two phenomena with which real anarchist don't want
to associate themselves with. One is violence, and the other is disorder or chaos. The popular conception
of anarchism is on the one hand bomb-throwing and terrorism, and on the other hand no rules, no
regulations, no discipline, everybody does what they want, confusion, etc. That is why there is a
reluctance to use the term anarchism. But actually the ideas of anarchism are incorporated in the
way the movements of the 1960s began to think.

I think that probably the best manifestation of that was in the civil rights movement with the
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee — SNCC. SNCC without knowing about anarchism as a
philosophy embodied the characteristics of anarchism. They were decentralized. Other civil rights
organizations, for example Seven Christian Leadership Conference, were centralized organizations
with a leader — Martin Luther King. National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
(NAACP) were based in New York, and also had some kind of centralized organization. SNCC, on the
other hand, was totally decentralized. It had what they called field secretaries, who worked in little
towns all over the South, with great deal of autonomy. They had an office in Atlanta, Georgia, but the
office was not a strong centralized authority. The people who were working out in the field — in
Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, and Mississippi — they were very much on their own. They were working
together with local people, with grassroots people. And so there is no one leader for SNCC, and also
great suspicion of government, because of experience of SNCC. They could not depend on government
to help them, to support them, even though the government of the time, in the early 1960s, was
considered to be progressive, liberal. John F. Kennedy especially. But they looked at John F. Kennedy,
they saw how he behaved. John F. Kennedy was not supporting the Southern movement for equal
rights for Black people. He was appointing the segregationists judges in the South, he was allowing
southern segregationists to do whatever they wanted to do. So SNCC was decentralized, anti-government,
without leadership, but they did not have a vision of a future society like the anarchists. They were not
thinking long term, they were not asking what kind of society shall we have in the future. They were
really concentrated on immediate problem of racial segregation. But their attitude, the way they
worked, the way they were organized, was along, you might say, anarchist lines.

Do you thing that pejorative (mis)usage of the word anarchism is direct consequence of the fact that
the ideas that people can be free, was and is very frightening to those in power?

No doubt! No doubt that anarchist ideas are frightening to those in power. People in power can tolerate
liberal ideas. They can tolerate ideas that call for reforms, but they cannot tolerate the idea that there



will be no state, no central authority. So it is very important for them to ridicule the idea of anarchism
to create this impression of anarchism as violent and chaotic. It is useful for them, yes.

What is your opinion about the "dilemma" of means — revolution versus social and cultural evolution?

I think here are several different questions. One of them is the issue of violence, and I think here
anarchists have disagreed. Here in the US you find a disagreement, and you can find this disagreement
within one person. Emma Goldman, you might say she brought anarchism, after she was dead, to the
forefront in the US in the 1960s, when she suddenly became an important figure. But Emma Goldman
was in favor of the assassination of Henry Clay Frick, but then she decided that this is not the way. Her
friend and comrade, Alexander Berkman, he did not give up totally the idea of violence. On the other
hand, you have people who were anarchistic in way like Tolstoy and also Gandhi, who believed in
nonviolence.

There is one central characteristic of anarchism on the matter of means, and that central
principle is a principle of direct action — of not going through the forms that the society offers you,
of representative government, of voting, of legislation, but directly taking power. In case of trade
unions, in case of anarcho-syndicalism, it means workers going on strike, and not just that, but actually
also taking hold of industries in which they work and managing them. What is direct action? In the
South when black people were organizing against racial segregation, they did not wait for the government
to give them a signal, or to go through the courts, to file lawsuits, wait for Congress to pass the
legislation. They took direct action; they went into restaurants, were sitting down there and wouldn't
move. They got on those busses and acted out the situation that they wanted to exist.

Of course, strike is always a form of direct action. With the strike, too, you are not asking
government to make things easier for you by passing legislation, you are taking a direct action against
the employer. I would say, as far as means go, the idea of direct action against the evil that you want
to overcome is a kind of common denominator for anarchist ideas, anarchist movements. I still think
one of the most important principles of anarchism is that you cannot separate means and ends.
And that is, if your end is egalitarian society you have to use egalitarian means, if your end is non-
violent society without war, you cannot use war to achieve your end. I think anarchism requires means
and ends to be in line with one another. I think this is in fact one of the distinguishing characteristics
of anarchism.



On one occasion Noam Chomsky has been asked about his specific vision of anarchist society and
about his very detailed plan to get there. He answered that "we can not figure out what problems
are going to arise unless you experiment with them." Do you also have a feeling that many left
intellectuals are loosing too much energy with their theoretical disputes about the proper means
and ends, to even start "experimenting" in practice?

I think it is worth presenting ideas, like Michael Albert did with Parecon for instance, even though if
you maintain flexibility. We cannot create blueprint for future society now, but I think it is good to think
about that. I think it is good to have in mind a goal. It is constructive, it is helpful, it is healthy, to think
about what future society might be like, because then it guides you somewhat what you are doing
today, but only so long as this discussions about future society don't become obstacles to working
towards this future society. Otherwise you can spend discussing this utopian possibility versus that
utopian possibility, and in the mean time you are not acting in a way that would bring you closer to
that.

In your A People's History of the United States you show us that our freedom, rights, environmental
standards, etc., have never been given to us from the wealthy and influential few, but have always
been fought out by ordinary people — with civil disobedience. What should be in this respect our
first steps toward another, better world?

I think our first step is to organize ourselves and protest against existing order — against war, against
economic and sexual exploitation, against racism, etc. But to organize ourselves in such a way that
means correspond to the ends, and to organize ourselves in such a way as to create kind of human
relationship that should exist in future society. That would mean to organize ourselves without
centralized authority, without a charismatic leader, in a way that represents in miniature the ideal of
the future egalitarian society. So that even if you don't win some victory tomorrow or next year, in the
meantime you have created a model. You have acted out how future society should be and you created
immediate satisfaction, even if you have not achieved your ultimate goal.

— article taken from www.zcommunications.org



  The black cat has been used
symbolically throughout history to represent

            many things — witchcraft, the deliverer of souls,
    a devouring goddess, the destructiveness of winter and
general bad luck. In some cultures however, it can represent

        prosperity, the god of harvest, and positive change. It’s fitting that
       politically the black cat is associated with anarchism — today it is a
     symbol of the workers' movement. In this instance the cat is depicted
   with an arched back with claws and bared teeth. Also called the wild cat
 or sabo cat, it suggests wildcat strikes and radical unionism. The logo was
designed by Ralph Chaplin, who was prominent in the Industrial Workers of
the World. The union fought to organize women and people of color and for
the 8-hour workday. Formed in 1905, they coined the famous labour phrase
‘the working class and the employing class have nothing in common—there

 can be no peace so long as hunger and want are
    found among millions of the working people
             and the few have all the good

   things in life.’ Check out
          their great book

  ‘Wobblies’.





After the collapse of the Argentine economy, coupled with riots and finally the fall of the government in the last
days of 2001, the social and economic organization of Argentina underwent major changes. Argentina was once
a shining example of free market reforms and structural adjustment programs ("the IMF's best pupil"). However,
after the economy crashed, the IMF responded by demanding that more social programs (health care, schools,
etc) be cut, and more things be privatized. Massive popular rebellion erupted.

Out of the uprisings came many popular organs of self-management and direct democracy. Worker occupations
of factories and popular assemblies have both been seen functioning in Argentina, and both are the kind of action
endorsed by anarchists: the first is a case of direct action and the latter a case of direct democracy. Approximately
250+ "recovered" factories (fábricas recuperadas), schools and health organisations, are now self-managed and
collectively owned by workers. Over 10,000 people are working in factories with little or no management or
hierarchy. In the large majority of them, pay is completely egalitarian — generally no professional managers
are employed, or managers are collectively controlled in the other cases. Decisions are made by all workers,
in general assembly type structures. These co-operatives have organized themselves into networks. Solidarity
and support from external groups, such as neighborhood assemblies and unemployed (piquetero) groups, have
often been important for the survival of these factories. Unemployed workers elsewhere have also organized
takeovers of plots of vacant land, and taken them back for housing and growing food.

In a survey by an Argentina newspaper in the capital, it was found that around 1/3 of the population had participated
in general assemblies. The assemblies take place in street corners and public spaces, and generally gather to
discuss ways of helping each other in the face of eviction, or organizing around issues like health care, collective
food buying, or conducting free food distribution programs. Some assemblies started to create new structures
of health care and schooling, to replace the old ones that were not working. Neighborhood assemblies met once
a week in a large assembly to discuss issues affecting the larger community. In 2004, Avi Lewis and Naomi Klein
(Author of No Logo) released the documentary ‘The Take’, about these events (it’s readily available and worth
checking out).

Argentina is just one of many current examples of anarchist organisation in practice. Historically, there is a rich
history of de-centralised, anarchist movements — most pre-state communities were anarchist — as well as
more recent examples, such as Whiteway Colony (1898-present), the Mexican Revolution (1910-1919),  Ukraine
and the anti-bolshevik movement (1918-21), Korea (1929-31) , Spain and the Spanish Revolution (1936-39),
Hungarian Uprising (1956), Paris Uprising (May 68), Zapatista Mexico (1994-present) and other, lesser known
movements and organisations across the world.





Eleven years ago, when I was in a small-town Illinois high school, I had never heard of the word
"anarchism" — at all. The closest I came to it was knowing that anarchy meant "chaos". As for socialism
and communism, my history classes somehow conveyed the message that there was no difference
between them and fascism, a word that brought to mind Hitler, concentration camps, and all kinds
of horrible things which never happened in a free country like ours. I was subtly being taught to
swallow the bland pablum of traditional American politics: moderation, compromise, fence-straddling,
Chuck Percy as wonder boy. I learned the lesson well: it took me years to recognize the bias and
distortion which had shaped my entire "education". The "his-story" of  mankind (white) had meant just
that; as a woman I was relegated to a vicarious existence. As an anarchist I had no existence at all.
A whole chunk of the past (and thus possibilities for the future) had been kept from me. Only recently
did I discover that many of my disconnected political impulses and inclinations shared a common
framework — that is, the anarchist or libertarian tradition of thought. I was like suddenly seeing red
after years of colourblind grays.

Emma Goldman furnished me with my first definition of anarchism:

Anarchism, then really stands for the liberation of the human mind from the dominion of religion; the
liberation of the human body from the dominion of property; liberation from the shackles and restraint of
government. Anarchism stands for a social order based on the free grouping of individuals for the purpose
of producing real social wealth, an order that will guarantee to every human being free access to the earth
and full enjoyment of the necessities of life, according to individual desires, tastes, and inclinations.

PEGGY KORNEGGER

ANARCHISM:
THE FEMINIST CONNECTION



Soon, I started making mental connections between anarchism and radical feminism. It became very
important to me to write down some of the perceptions in this area as a way of communicating to
others the excitement I felt about anarca-feminism. It seems crucial that we share our visions with
one another in order to break down some of the barriers that misunderstanding and splinterism raise
between us. Although I call myself an anarca-feminist, this definition can easily include socialism,
communism, cultural feminism, lesbian separatism, or any of a dozen other political labels. As Su
Negrin writes: "No political umbrella can cover all my needs." We may have more in common than
we think we do. While I am writing here about my own reactions and perceptions, I don't see either
my life or thoughts as separate from those of other women. In fact, one of my strongest convictions
regarding the Women's Movement is that we do share an incredible commonality of vision. My own
participation in this vision is not to offer definitive statements or rigid answers but rather possibilities
and changeable connections which I hope will bounce around among us and contribute to a continual
process of individual and collective growth and evolution/revolution.

What Does Anarchism Really Mean?

Anarchism has been maligned and misinterpreted for so long that maybe the most important thing
to begin with is an explanation of what it is and isn't. Probably the most prevalent stereotype of the
anarchist is a malevolent-looking man hiding a lighted bomb beneath a black cape, ready to destroy
or assassinate everything and everybody in his path. This image engenders fear and revulsion in most
people, regardless of their politics; consequently, anarchism is dismissed as ugly, violent, and extreme.
Another misconception is the anarchist as impractical idealist, dealing in useless, Utopian abstractions
and out of touch with concrete reality. The result: anarchism is once again dismissed, this time as an
"impossible dream".
Neither of these images is accurate (though there have been both anarchist assassins and idealists
— as is the case in many political movements, left and right). What is accurate depends, of course,
on one's frame of reference. There are different kinds of anarchists, just as there are different kinds
of socialists. What I will talk about here is communist anarchism, which I see as virtually identical to
libertarian (i.e. nonauthoritarian) socialism. Labels can be terribly confusing, so in hopes of clarifying
the term, I'll define anarchism using three major principles (each of which I believe is related to a
radical feminist analysis of society - more on that later):

(1) Belief in the abolition of authority, hierarchy, government. Anarchists call for the dissolution



(rather than the seizure) of  power — of human over human, of state over community. Whereas many
socialists call for a working class government and an eventual "withering away of the state", anarchist
believe that the means create the ends, that a strong State becomes self-perpetuating. The only way
to achieve anarchism (according to anarchist theory) is through the creation of co-operative, anti-
authoritarian forms. To separate the process from the goals of revolution is to insure the perpetuation
of oppressive structure and style.

(2) Belief in both individuality and collectivity. Individuality is not incompatible with communist
thought. A distinction must be made though, between "rugged individualism", which fosters competition
and a disregard for the needs of others, and true individuality, which implies freedom without
infringement on others' freedom. Specifically, in terms of social and political organization, this meant
balancing individual initiative with collective action through the creation of structures which enable
decision-making to rest in the hands of all those in a group, community, or factory, not in the hands
of "representatives" or "leaders". It means coordination and action via a non-hierarchical network
(overlapping circles rather than a pyramid) of small groups or communities. Finally, it means that
successful revolution involves unmanipulated, autonomous individuals and groups working together
to take "direct, unmediated control of society and of their own lives".

(3) Belief in both spontaneity and organization. Anarchists have long been accused of advocating
chaos. Most people in fact believe that anarchism is a synonym for disorder, contusion, violence.
This is a total misrepresentation of what anarchism stands for. Anarchists don't deny the necessity
of organization; they only claim that it must come from below, not above, from within rather than from
without. Externally imposed structure or rigid rules which foster manipulation and passivity are the
most dangerous forms a socialist "revolution" can take. No one can dictate the exact shape of the
future. Spontaneous action within the context of a specific situation is necessary if we are going to
create a society which responds to the changing needs of individuals and groups. Anarchists believe
in fluid forms: small-scale participatory democracy in conjunction with large-scale collective cooperation
and coordination (without loss of individual initiative).

So anarchism sounds great, but how could it possibly work? That kind of Utopian romanticism couldn't
have any relation to the real world... right? Wrong. Anarchists have actually been successful (if only
temporarily) in a number of instances (none of which is very well known). Spain and France, in
particular, have long histories of anarchist activity, and it was in these two countries that I found the



most exciting concretisations of theoretical anarchism.

Anarchism and the Womens Movement

I have not touched upon the matter of woman's role in Spain and France, as it can be summed up in
one word - unchanged. Anarchist men have been little better than males everywhere in their subjection
of women. Thus the absolute necessity of a feminist anarchist revolution. Otherwise the very principles
on which anarchism is based become utter hypocrisy.
     The current women's movement and a radical feminist analysis of society have contributed much
to libertarian thought. In fact, it is my contention that feminists have been unconscious anarchists in
both theory and practice for years. We now need to become consciously aware of the connections
between anarchism and feminism and use that framework for our thoughts and actions. We have to
be able to see very clearly where we want to go and how to get there. In order to be more effective,
in order to create the future we sense is possible, we must realise that what we want is not change
but total transformation.

The radical feminist perspective is almost pure anarchism. The basic theory postulates the nuclear
family as the basis for all authoritarian systems. The lesson the child learns, from father to teacher
to boss to God, is to OBEY the great anonymous voice of Authority. To graduate from childhood to
adulthood is to become a full-fledged automaton, incapable of questioning or even thinking clearly.
We pass into middle-America, believing everything we are told and numbly accepting the destruction
of life all around us.
What feminists are dealing with is a mind-fucking process — the male domineering attitude toward
the external world, allowing only subject/object relationships. Traditional male politics reduces humans
to object status and then dominates and manipulates them for abstract "goals". Women, on the other
hand, are trying to develop a consciousness of "Other" in all areas. We see subject-to-subject
relationships as not only desirable but necessary. (Many of us have chosen to work with and love only
women for just this reason — those kinds of relationships are so much more possible.) Together we
are working to expand our empathy and understanding of other living things and to identify with those
entities outside of ourselves, rather than objectifying and manipulating them. At this point, a respect
for all life is a prerequisite for our very survival.
Radical feminist theory also criticizes male hierarchical thought patterns — in which rationality
dominates sensuality, mind dominates intuition, and persistent splits and polarities (active/passive,



child/adult, sane/insane, work/play, spontaneity/organization) alienate us from the mind-body experience
as a Whole and from the Continuum of human experience. Women are attempting to get rid of these
splits, to live in harmony with the universe as whole, integrated humans dedicated to the collective
healing of our individual wounds and schisms.

In actual practice within the Women's Movement, feminists have had both success and failure in
abolishing hierarchy and domination. I believe that women frequently speak and act as "intuitive"
anarchists, that is, we approach, or verge on, a complete denial of all patriarchal thought and
organization. That approach, however, is blocked by the powerful and insidious forms which patriarchy
takes — in our minds and in our relationships with one another. Living within and being conditioned
by an authoritarian society often prevents us from making that all-important connection between
feminism and anarchism. When we say we are fighting the patriarchy, it isn't always clear to all of us
that that means fighting all hierarchy, all leadership,  all government, and the very idea of authority
itself. Our impulses toward collective work and small leaderless groups have been anarchistic,
but in most cases we haven't called them by that name. And that is important, because an understanding
of feminism as anarchism could springboard women out of reformism and stop-gap measures into
a revolutionary confrontation with the basic nature of authoritarian politics.
If we want to "bring down the patriarchy", we need to talk about anarchism, to know exactly what it
means, and to use that framework to transform ourselves and the structure of our daily lives. Feminism
doesn't mean female corporate power or a woman President; it means no corporate power and no
Presidents. The Equal Rights Amendment will not transform society; it only gives women the "right"
to plug into a hierarchical economy. Challenging sexism means challenging all hierarchy — economic,
political, and personal. And that means an anarca-feminist revolution.

Specifically, when have feminists been anarchistic, and when have we stopped short? As the second
wave of feminism spread across the country in the late 60s, the forms which women's groups took
frequently reflected an unspoken libertarian consciousness. In rebellion against the competitive power
games, impersonal hierarchy, and mass organization tactics of male politics, women broke off into
small, leaderless, consciousness-raising groups, which dealt with personal issues in our daily lives.
Face-to-face, we attempted to get at the root cause of our oppression by sharing our hitherto unvalued
perceptions and experiences. We learned from each other that politics is not "out there" but in our
minds and bodies and between individuals. Personal relationships could and did oppress us as a
political class. Our misery and self-hatred were a direct result of male domination — in home, street,



job, and political organization.
So, in many unconnected areas of the U.S., C-R groups developed as a spontaneous, direct (re)action
to patriarchal forms. The emphasis on the small group as a basic organizational unit, on the personal
and political, on anti-authoritarianism, and on spontaneous direct action was essentially anarchistic.
But, where were the years and years of preparation which sparked the Spanish revolutionary activities?
The structure of women's groups bore a striking resemblance to that of anarchist affinity groups
within anarco-syndicalist unions in Spain, France, and many other countries. Yet, we had not called
ourselves anarchists and consciously organized around anarchist principles. At the time, we did not
even have an underground network of communication and idea-and-skill sharing. Before the women's
movement was more than a handful of isolated groups groping in the dark toward answers, anarchism
as an unspecified ideal existed in our minds.
     I believe that this puts women in the unique position of being the bearers of a subsurface anarchist
consciousness which, if articulated and concretized can take us further than any previous group toward
the achievement of total revolution. Women's intuitive anarchism, if sharpened and clarified, is an
incredible leap forward (or beyond) in the struggle for human liberation. Radical feminist theory hails
feminism as the Ultimate Revolution. This is true if, and only if, we recognize and claim our anarchist
roots. At the point where we fail to see the feminist connection to anarchism, we stop short of revolution
and become trapped in "ye olde male political rut". It is time to stop groping in the darkness and see
what we have done and are doing in the context of where we want to ultimately be.

C-R groups were a good beginning, but they often got so bogged down in talking about personal
problems that they failed to make the jump to direct action and political confrontation. Groups that
did organize around a specific issue or project sometimes found that the "tyranny of structurelessness"
could be as destructive as the "tyranny of tyranny". The failure to blend organization with spontaneity
frequently caused the emergence of those with more skills or personal charisma as leaders. The
resentment and frustration felt by those who found themselves following sparked in-fighting, guilt-
tripping, and power struggles. Too often this ended in either total ineffectiveness or a backlash
adherence to "what we need is more structure" (in the old male up/down sense of the word).
Once again, I think that what was missing was a verbalized anarchist analysis. Organization does not
have to stifle spontaneity or follow hierarchical patterns. The women's groups or projects which have
been the most successful are those which experimented with various fluid structures: the rotation of
tasks and chair- persons, sharing of all skills, equal access to information and resources, non-
monopolized decision-making, and time slots for discussion of group dynamics. This latter structural



element is important because it involves a continued effort on the part of group members to watch
for "creeping power politics". If women are verbally committing themselves to collective work, this
requires a real struggle to unlearn passivity (to eliminate "followers") and to share special skins or
knowledge (to avoid "leaders"). This doesn't mean that we cannot be inspired by one another's words
and lives; strong actions by strong individuals can be contagious and thus important. But we must be
careful not to slip into old behavior patterns.
On the positive side, the emerging structure of the women's movement in the last few years has
generally followed an anarchistic pattern of small project-oriented groups continually weaving an
underground network of communication and collective action around specific issues. Partial success
at leader/"star" avoidance and the diffusion of small action projects (Rape Crisis Centers, Women's
Health Collectives) across the country have made it extremely difficult for the women's movement to
be pinned down to one person or group. Feminism is a many-headed monster which cannot be destroyed
by singular decapitation. We spread and grow in ways that are incomprehensible to a hierarchical
mentality.
This is not, however, to underestimate the immense power of the Enemy. The most treacherous form
this power can take is cooptation, which feeds on any short-sighted unanarchistic view of feminism
as mere "social change". To think of sexism as an evil which can be eradicated by female participation
in the way things are is to insure the continuation of domination and oppression. "Feminist" capitalism
is a contradiction in terms. When we establish women's credit unions, restaurants, bookstores, etc.,
we must be clear that we are doing so for our own survival, for the purpose of creating a counter-
system whose processes contradict and challenge competition, profit-making, and all forms of economic
oppression. We must be committed to "living on the boundaries", to anti-capitalist, non-consumption
values. What we want is neither integration nor a coup d'etat which would "transfer power from one
set of boys to another set of boys". What we ask is nothing less than total revolution, revolution whose
forms invent a future untainted by inequity, domination, or disrespect for individual variation — in
short, feminist-anarchist revolution. I believe that women have known all along how to move in the
direction of human liberation; we only need to shake off lingering male political forms and dictums
and focus on our own anarchistic female analysis.

The Transformation Of The Future

Those of us who lived through the excitement of sit-ins, marches, student strikes, demonstrations,
and REVOLUTION NOW in the 60s may find ourselves disillusioned and downright cynical about anything



happening in the 70s. Giving up or in ("open" marriage? hip capitalism? the Guru Maharaji?) seems
easier than facing the prospect of decades of struggle and maybe even ultimate failure. At this point,
we lack an overall framework to see the process of revolution in. Without it, we are doomed to
deadended, isolated struggle or the individual solution. The kind of framework, or coming-together-
point, that anarca-feminism provides would appear to be a prerequisite for any sustained effort to
reach Utopian goals. By looking at Spain and France, we can see that true revolution is "neither an
accidental happening nor a coup d'etat artificially engineered from above." It takes years of preparation:
sharing of ideas and information, changes in consciousness and behavior, and the creation of political
and economic alternatives to capitalist, hierarchical structures. It takes spontaneous direct action
on the part of autonomous individuals through collective political confrontation. It is important to
"free your mind" and your personal life, but it is not sufficient. Liberation is not an insular experience;
it occurs in conjunction with other human beings. There are no individual "liberated women".

So, what I'm talking about is a long-term process, a series of actions in which we unlearn passivity
and learn to take control over our own lives. I am talking about a "hollowing out" of the present system
through the formation of mental and physical (concrete) alternatives to the way things are. The
romantic image of a small band of armed guerrillas overthrowing the U.S. government is obsolete
(as is all male politics) and basically irrelevant to this conception of revolution. We would be squashed
if we tried it. Besides, as the poster says, "What we want is not the overthrow of the government,
but a situation in which it gets lost in the shuffle." This is what happened (temporarily) in Spain, and
almost happened in France. Whether armed resistance will be necessary at some point is open to
debate. The anarchist principle of "means create ends" seems to imply pacifism, but the power of the
State is so great that it is difficult to be absolute about non-violence. (Armed resistance was crucial
in the Spanish Revolution, and seemed important in France 1968 as well.) The question of pacifism,
however, would entail another discussion, and what I'm concerned with here is emphasizing the
preparation needed to transform society, a preparation which includes an anarca-feminist framework,
long-range revolutionary patience, and continual active confrontation with entrenched patriarchal
attitudes.

The actual tactics of preparation are things that we have been involved with for a long time. We need
to continue and develop them further. I see them as functioning on three levels: (1) "educational"
(sharing of ideas, experiences), (2) economic/political, and (3) personal/political.



"Education" has a rather condescending ring to it, but I don't mean "bringing the word to the masses"
or guilt-tripping. individuals into prescribed ways of being. I'm talking about the many methods we
have developed for sharing our lives with one another — from writing (our network of feminist
publications), study groups, and women's radio and TV shows to demonstrations, marches, and street
theatre. The mass media would seem to be a particularly important area for revolutionary communication
and influence — just think of how our own lives were mis-shaped by radio and TV. Seen in isolation,
these things might seem ineffectual, but people do change from writing, reading, talking, and listening
to each other, as well as from active participation in political movements. Going out into the streets
together shatters passivity and creates a spirit of communal effort and life energy which can help
sustain and transform us. My own transformation from all-american-girl to anarca-feminist was
brought about by a decade of reading, discussion, and involvement with many kinds of people and
politics — from the Midwest to the West and East Coasts. My experiences may in some ways be unique,
but they are not, I think, extraordinary. In many, many places in this country, people are slowly
beginning to question the way they were conditioned to acceptance and passivity. God and Government
are not the ultimate authorities they once were. This is not to minimize the extent of the power of
Church and State, but rather to emphasize that seemingly inconsequential changes in thought and
behavior, when solidified in collective action, constitute a real challenge to the patriarchy.

Economic/political tactics fall into the realm of direct action and "purposeful illegality" (Daniel Guerin's
term). Anarco-syndicalism specifies three major modes of direct action: sabotage, strike, and boycott.
Sabotage means "obstructing by every possible method, the regular process of production". More and
more frequently, sabotage is practised by people unconsciously influenced by changing societal values.
For example, systematic absenteeism is carried out by both blue and white collar workers. Defying
employers can be done as subtly as the "slow-down" or as blatantly as the "fuck-up". Doing as little
work as possible as slowly as possible is common employee practice, as is messing up the actual
work process (often as a union tactic during a strike). Witness habitual misfiling or loss of "important
papers" by secretaries, or the continual switching of destination placards on trains during the 1967
railroad strike in Italy.
Sabotage tactics can be used to make strikes much more effective. The strike itself is the workers'
most important weapon. Any individual strike has the potential of paralysing the system if it spreads
to other industries and becomes a general strike. Total social revolution is then only a step away. Of
course, the general strike must have as its ultimate goal worker's self-management (as well as a
clear sense of how to achieve and hold on to it), or else the revolution will be still-born (as in France).



The boycott can also be a powerful strike or union strategy (e.g., the boycott of non-union grapes,
lettuce, and wines, and of Farah pants). In addition, it can be used to force economic and social
changes. Refusal to vote, to pay war taxes, or to participate in capitalist competition and over-
consumption are all important actions when coupled with support of alternative, non-profit structures
(food co-ops, health and law collectives, recycled clothing and book stores, free schools, etc.).
Consumerism is one of the main strongholds of capitalism. To boycott buying itself (especially products
geared to obsolescence and those offensively advertised) is a tactic that has the power to change the
"quality of everyday life". Refusal to vote is often practised out of despair or passivity rather than as
a conscious political statement against a pseudo-democracy where power and money elect a political
elite. Non-voting can mean something other than silent consent if we are simultaneously participating
in the creation of genuine democratic forms in an alternative network of anarchist affinity groups.

This takes us to the third area — personal/political, which is of course vitally connected to the other
two. The anarchist affinity group has long been a revolutionary organizational structure. In anarco-
syndicalist unions, they functioned as training grounds for workers' self-management. They can be
temporary groupings of individuals for a specific short-term goal, more "permanent" work collectives
(as an alternative to professionalism and career elitism), or living collectives where individuals learn
how to rid themselves of domination or possessiveness in their one-to-one relationships. Potentially,
anarchist affinity groups are the base on which we can build a new libertarian, non-hierarchical society.
The way we live and work changes the way we think and perceive (and vice versa), and when changes
in consciousness become changes in action and behavior, the revolution has begun.

Making Utopia real involves many levels of struggle. In addition to specific tactics which can be
constantly developed and changed, we need political tenacity: the strength and ability to see beyond
the present to a joyous, revolutionary future. To get from here to there requires more than a leap of
faith. It demands of each of us a day-to-day, long-range commitment to possibility and direct action.

— Peggy Kornegger was an editor of the American feminist magazine “The Second Wave”. “Anarchism: the Feminist Connection” first appeared
as an article in the spring '75 issue of Second Wave. A further article by her,  “Feminism, Anarchism and Economics” appeared in the summer/fall
'76 issue. I’ve left out chapter 3 on the history of Spain and France due to space. Full text at www.anarcha.org.





If you’re like me after reading any kind of political theory, you’re probably thinking
“so what now — how does this relate to me in a pratical way?” And, maybe like
you, I’ve struggled with what to do (specifically) with this growing knowledge of
anarchism — or more directly — how to put it into effect. Reading books and zines
can only take you so far, and often their ideas can seem intangible and hard to
grasp — exactly what can I do as an individual towards the ‘liberation’ I often read
about? Do I even want this burden? For me, I think the answer (not that there
ever is a definite one) is in the question itself — that as an individual, I can only
do so much, but together with like-minded and willing people, I may be able to
make a difference. Don’t get me wrong, individual acts of stuggle are hugely
important for figuring out your viewpoints, self empowerment, educating, and
eventual liberation — this is the point to anarchism / personal projects / creativity
/ struggle. But I think unless my actions are somehow connected to others, such
as my workmates, my neighbours, and my friends — and involved in bigger
struggles against class, gender, racial and political oppression (and not just in
a elitist ‘activist’ sense, but involved in everyday life, with everyday people), then
I can only go so far on my own.

There are folks out there who think the same as you and me, who think that things
are pretty messed up — we just don’t recognise this fact. We are so successfully
alienated through the seemingly normal process of production and consumption
— working and buying. We live our lives the best we can, and tend to not care of
others — its hard enough as it is. Yet we are a naturally caring and concerned
species, it’s in our nature — we are social, communal beings. Sadly, the competitive
aspect of our world has overshadow these tendencies. However, I  think, as others
before me have, and as others do right now, that it is possible to overcome
alienation and make a change for the better, via sharing, education, a sense of
community, workplace struggle, and united action.

I still haven’t answered my question in a pratical sense, and I don’t know if I ever
will in purely black and white terms. But in saying that, I don’t want to be told the
answer — it would defeat the purpose. So, just like you, it is now up to me to
critique and question what has been constructed as ‘normal’ in this world of ours.
So, just like you, it may be time for me to reach out and grasp the folks already
doing this kind of organising and living, and get involved. So, just like you, it may
be time to turn my individual acts and thoughts into an affinity group, a revolutionary
knitting circle, a punk band, a radical union, a co-op, a friendship.

CONCLUSION?



— this is a quick list of mainly anarchist
or anarchist-related contacts in Aotearoa.
Sorry to any groups I’ve missed out!

Other Unions, Tino Rangatiratanga and
Socialist groups can be found via Google.

AOTEAROA CONTACTS
Otautahi Mens Hui
PO Box 377
Otauthai/Christchurch
menshui@katipo.net.nz

A-Men! Wellington Mens Group
a-men@riseup.net

Th e Freedom Shop
Shop 204B, Left Bank, Cuba Mall
Te Aro/Wellington
Ph (04) 3847980
PO Box 9263
Te Aro/Wellington
the_freedom_shop@yahoo.com

Katipo Books
PO Box 377
Otauthai/Christchurch
www.katipo.net.nz
info@katipo.net.nz

Rebel Press
PO Box 9263
Te Aro/Wellington
www.rebelpress.org.nz
info@rebelpress.org.nz

Cherry Bomb Comics
PO Box 68533
Newton
Auckland 1145
www.cherrybombcomics.co.nz
info@cherrybomb.co.nz

Black Star Books
PO Box 812
Ootepoti/Dunedin
www.blackstar.nihil.net.nz

October 15th Solidarity
www.october15thsolidarity.info

Auckland Anarchist Network
www.akanarchists.blogspot.com

Militant Anarcha Feminists In Auckland
feministmafia@gmail.com

Otautahi A-Fems (via NZ Mailing List)
anarcho-feminism-
owner@lists.enzyme.org.nz

Otautahi Social Center
122 Barbados Street
Otautahi/Christchurch

Wildcat Anarchist Collective
wgtnwildcat@gmail.com

128 (Revolting Books,
Community Resources,
Mechanical Tempest and more)
128 Abel Smith Street
Te Aro/Wellington
128abelsmith@gmail.com

Anarchist Black Cross Wellington
www.abcwellington.org.nz

Aotearoa Indymedia
www.indymedia.org.nz

Magnetic Fridge Diary
www.magneticfridgediary.worpress.com
magneticfridgediary@gmail.com

Signal (Radical News Waikato)
signal@riseup.net

Save Happy Valley
www.savehappyvalley.org.nz

Anarchia (Anarchist Blog)
www.anarchia.wordpress.com

Anarchist Forums/Blogs
www.anarchism.org.nz

Wellington Animal Rights Group
PO Box 6837
Te Aro/Wellington
grumpyanarchist@hotmail.com

Auckland Animal Rights Collective
animalrightscollective@gmail.com

Wellington Zapatista Support Group
www.floweroftheword.wordpress.com

Palmy Panthers
palmypanthers@gmail.com

Conscious Collaborations
www.conscious.maori.nz

Transition Towns
www.transitiontowns.org.nz

Trade Union History Project
www.tuhp.org.nz



www.anarchistfaq.org

www.infoshop.org

www.indymedia.org.nz

www.katipo.net.nz

www.rebelpress.org.nz

www.tuhp.org.nz

www.zinelibrary.net

www.anarchosyndicalism.net

www.zcommunications.org

www.crimethinc.com

www.akpress.org

www.iww.org

www.anarcha.net

www.zalabaza.net

www.anarchistnews.org

www.guerillanews.com

www.anarchiststudies.org

www.anarkismo.net

www.libcom.org

www.spunk.org
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